PRESENT: 


US-77-8 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the Meeting of April 22, 1977 


Dr. J.W. O'Brien (Chairman) Prof. J. Bordan; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. 
G. Adams; Prof. K. Waters; Prof. L. Bessner; Prof. J. Moore; Dean S. 
French; Prof. D. Frost; Dean A. Berczi; Ms. R. Przestrzelski; Prof. E. 
Blitstein; Mr. E. O'Hara; Mr. J. Anderson; Mr. J. Johnson; Mrs. J. 
Lowensteyn; Mr. G. Chryssomalis; Mr. J. Kubina; Mr. K. Quinn; Prof. A. 
Jordan; Prof. M. Cohen; Prof. J. Chaikelson; Mr. K.D. Adams; Dean I. 
Campbell; Dean R. Breen; Prof. G. Gross; Dean R. Verschingel; Prof. H. 
Enesco; Prof. A. Deland; Prof. J.D. McLaughlin; Dean A. Audet; Prof. J. 
Ornstein; Prof. C.L. Bertrand; Prof. G. Xistris; Prof. L. Smith 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Mr. B. Rennie; Dean M. Flynn; Prof. M.N. Swamy; 


77-8-1 


77-8-2 


77-8-3 


77-8-4 


77-8-5 


Dr. M. Despland 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 


Approval of minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF MARCH 4 
AND 11, 1977, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that, because of the Long Service Dinner tonight, 
Senate should aim for adjournment by 4:30 p.m. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning item 2 on the Outstanding and 
Forthcoming-Items agenda, "Procedures for the Conduct of Senate," Dr. 
O'Brien advised that this was in the hands of the University Lawyer, and 
for the past several months it has not been a high priority item either with 
the Steering Committee or the University Lawyer. Given that there was only 
one more month there was very little likelihood that Senate would have it by 
the end of this academic year. 


Reports from Councils etc. 


Prof. Gross presented and explained the Report from the University 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee on Competence in Written Expression 
(DOC-US-77-8-D2) which was being tabled for information. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT RECOMMENDATION 11 (ON PAGE 10, 
DOC-US-77-8-D2), BE APPROVED. 


In making the motion Prof. Gross noted that U.C.C.C. was not asking for 
permission to operate the suggested body, but merely to recommend the set 
up of the administrative structures, etc. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that recommendation 2 on page | of document 
US-77-8-D2 "that this document be transmitted to the Faculty Councils for 
study and response," has already been taken care of by the Steering 
Committee. 


In presenting the Report from U.C.C.C. on Double-Listing of Courses' 
(DOC-US-77-8-Dl), Prof. Gross pointed out that the question of double 
listing or cross-listing of courses was somewhat of a thorny problem in the 
sense that it was difficult to define. The Committee has attempted to explain 
the problem by way of examples and a clearer definition of double-listing, 
and was proposing a policy for study by Senate, with appropriate 
exceptions, as laid out on pages 2 and 3 of document US-77-8-Dl. The 
document was being tabled at Senate for information and simultaneously 
circulated to Faculty Councils for comments. It was hoped that the Report 
would be studied in the near future and that those policies would be 
followed by the Faculties in the creation of their calendar material. 
Responding to a question on cross-listing of courses, Prof. Bordan stated 
that he did not see anything in the recommended policy that would preclude 
a double indication in the Calendar, as an editorial thing, but as a single 
course it would not appear as two separate courses. 


Dean Berczi, reported that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration has 
completed negotiations with the Order of Chartered Accountants for a 
Graduate Diploma programme in Accountancy. The programme has been 
approved in principle by the different University bodies, but not in detail 
because those details had to be negotiated. The programme is .scheduled to 
begin in September 1977 and the detailed document has been forwarded to 
the various University bodies for approval. He hoped it would appear on 
the May 27, 1977, Senate agenda for final approval. He considered this a 
major accomplishment because up to this point neither Loyola nor Sir 
George Williams had any opportunity to participate in the training of 
Chartered Accountants in Quebec. That situation has now changed. 


Appointments 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the composition of the Advisory Committee - 
Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration was contained in document 
US-77-8-D3. He drew Senate's attention to the two faculty members from 
other Faculties which were to be appointed by Senate. The nominations 
from the Steering Committee were listed in document US-77-8-D5. 
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Prof. Bordan advised that the wording in the Composition of the Advisory 
Committee - Dean, Faculty of Engineering (DOC-US-77-8-D4) has been 
slightly modified by the Board of Governors. The phrase "appointed by and 
from Engineering Faculty Council" has been changed to read "appointed by 
Engineering Faculty Council" without any prescription as to the origin of 
the faculty or student appointees. For purposes of symmetry, number 8 in 
document US-77-8-D4 should be changed to read "1 faculty member by the 
Computer Science Committee." He intended to recommend to the Board of 
Governors that the same modification be made to the Advisory Committee - 
Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration (DOC-US-77-8-D3). In 
anticipation of approval of the proposed modification he suggested that 
Senators make the appropriate change in document US-77-8-D3 by deleting 
the words "and from." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT PROF. T. SANKAR, FACULTY OF ENGINEERING, 
AND PROF. A.G. LALLIER, LOYOLA FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE, BE APPOINTED TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE - 
DEAN, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
(DOC-US-77-8-DS5). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT PROF. M. COHEN, S.G.W. FACULTY OF SCIENCE, 
AND PROF. S. SRINIVASAN, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, BE APPOINTED TO THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE - DEAN, FACULTY OF ENGINEERING 
(DOC-US-77-8-DS5). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Objection was voiced over the terminology "Advisory" Committee as 
opposed to "Search" Committee, and it was suggested that a notice of 
motion might be given that Senate recommend to the Board of Governors 
that the titles of these Committees be changed to "Search" Committees. Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the title "Advisory" Committee was used essentially 
to avoid the ambiguity which sometimes existed in some people's minds 
that a so-7called "Search" Committee has the -authority not only to seek out 
and recommend on appointments, but actually to make the appointment or to 
bind the University. In other words, the use of the word "Advisory" was to 
make it clear that the University 1.e. the Board of Governors is not bound 
when it establishes a search committee to make the appointment which 
comes from the committee. He pointed out that the recommendation of the 
Committee is communicated directly to the Board of Governors and the 
recommendation of the University officer to whom the vacant position 
reports is also communicated directly to the Board. By virtue of the fact that 
the University officer is a member of and chairman of the Committee, in 
practice it virtually always turns out that the recommendations are 
consistent. Theoretically, however, they might not be. 
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Responding to a question on the memberships and terms of reference for 
Advisory Committees, Dr. O'Brien emphasized that these committees were 
Committees of the Board of Governors and responsible to the Board. 
Senate has no role in this process other than to appoint certain members 
from time to time. It was felt that the terms of reference of Advisory 
Committees should be placed on the agenda for the next Senate meeting 
even though this would not apply to the two appointments which Senate 
was just considering. It was argued that Senate would then at best be on 
record of knowing what the procedures were and that it seemed ridiculous 
to ask Senate to approve the composition of committees without bringing 
forward the terms of reference at the same time. 


Dr. O'Brien made it absolutely clear that Senate was not being asked to 
approve the composition of the Advisory Committees, which in fact was not 
within the authority of Senate to approve. Senate was being asked, given 
that this is the composition, to name two members to these Committees. He 
advised that the above comments would be taken to the Steering Committee 
which would consider how best to organize the question. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ANDERSON, SECONDED BY MS. 
PRZESTRZELSKI, THAT THE MR. EDGAR O'HARA, LOYOLA 
EVENING STUDENTS ASSOCIATION, BE APPOINTED TO THE 
FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-77-8-D6). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Resolution Concerning Certificate Programmes 


With respect to the resolution from the S.G.W. Science Faculty Council 
concerning Certificate Programmes, Dr. O'Brien advised that documents 
US-77-6-D4 and US-77-6-D7 were from a previous meeting of Senate at 
which this item had been discussed. At that time the debate stopped at the 
point of suggesting that because of the technical intricacies surrounding the 
question Senate establish whether or not what was being proposed could be 
done in a technical sense. Document US-77-8-DIl was the report from the 
Registrar on that issue. The thrust of that report was that it was technically 
possible to operate the innovation being proposed. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VERSCHINGEL, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT CERTIFICATE PROGRAMMES BE ONE OF THE 
VARIOUS KINDS OF PROGRAMMES OF SPECIALIZATION AT THE 
UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL, IN ADDITION TO BEING ONE OF THE 
FORMAL CLASSIFICATIONS OF STUDENTS AT CONCORDIA 
UNIVERSITY (DOC-US-77-6-D4). 


Prof. Bordan stated that while he had no objection to Senate voting 
positively for this particular situation, he cautioned that Senate ought to pay 
close attention to the overall degree requirements in any degree. This was to 
avoid the possibility of inadvertently having a student register for a 


certificate programme, which becomes a component of a degree, registers 
for another certificate programme, which likewise becomes a component for 
a degree and given the automaticity which may come from a 
mis-interpretation of the intent of the resolution, the student would 
automatically be granted a degree without having met a whole series of 
specific degree requirements. That is, this could lead to the bizarre 
possibility that a student graduates from this University having taken 
nothing but a series of elementary course. 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized that the general requirements for a degree must 
predominate and that a student cannot somehow bypass the general 
requirements for the degree by virtue of some combination of certificates. 


Prof. Bordan expressed the feeling that Senate ought to have a specific look 
at the general requirements for the B.Sc. degree at some point, to see that 
there is enough rigor in the requirements to avoid a watering down of the 
intent of the resolution. 


Dean Berczi advised that there are certain institutions in Montreal where 
three certificates make up a degree. He shared the concerns expressed by the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, and argued that this was a practice that we ought 
not to follow. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were precedents for the approach mentioned 
above and the record should clearly show that this was not the intent of the 
resolution. 


It was suggested that an amendment should be passed that no degree would 
be granted unless the degree requirements have been met. It was pointed out 
however, that this was already in the regulations. 


It was further pointed out that the Executive Committee of the S.G.W. 
Science Faculty Council had approved a resolution that "to obtain a 
Bachelor's degree, a student must complete at least 30 credits which have 
not been counted towards completed Certificates in addition to meeting the 
other requirements for the degree." It was wondered if it would be 
appropriate to pass this as an amendment to the motion. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he was bothered by this kind of ad hoc amendment 
to very complicated documents. He felt that the protection which Senate 
legitimately needs in this kind of a situation could be provided by two 
considerations. One was the fact that it is an over-riding rule that the specific 
requirements for a degree must be met. The second was that there was a 
document in circulation on degree structures from U.C.C.C. 
(DOC-US-77-1-D13) which will have to come back to Senate in the not too 
distant future and if we are taking this step involving certificates, that 
document will have to reflect what the place of certificates is. We will have 
an opportunity next year to ensure that what is going to become an 
over-riding document on these matters. will slot certificates into an 
appropriate place. 
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With these two pieces of insurance, Dr. O'Brien felt that Senate could safely 
pass the resolution, although if we were not facing the question of people 
already in programmes it would undoubtedly be preferable to postpone the 
issue until the U.C.C.C. document comes back to Senate. 


It was suggested that rather than making it a generalized motion we make it 
specific to the S.G.W. Faculty of Science at this point in time and in the 
context of the document called "Certificate Programmes" put forward by the 
Science Faculty Council Executive Committee. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. MCEVENUE, THAT THE MOTION BE RESTRICTED TO 
THE S.G.W. FACULTY OF SCIENCE AT THIS POINT IN TIME AND 
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE CERTIFICATE PROGRAMME 
DOCUMENT OF THAT FACULTY. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Organization of Computer Science 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that this item was on the agenda earlier but 
became sidetracked because of the much larger question of the organization 
of Arts and Science (DOCS-US-76-7-D16 and US-77-8-D10). 


Dean Breen pointed out that Prof. Bordan's original report on the 
-Organization. of Science contained three recommendations which dealt 
with this issue. There was substantial agreement from the Loyola Arts and 
Science Faculty Council on these recommendations with a minor change in 
recommendation 14. He advised that be has had lengthy discussions over 
the past few weeks with the Dean of the Faculty of Engineering, the Dean of 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, the Chairman of the 
Quantitative Methods Department, and the members of the Department of 
Computer Science. There- seems to be substantial agreement on the 
administrative decisions that should be taken to implement this. However, 
the Chairman of the Computer Science Department is out of town and Dean 
Breen has therefore not had an opportunity to discuss these decisions with 
him. Dean Breen intended to discuss the matter with the Chairman of the 
Computer Science Department when he returns next week and that a 
document will then be prepared finalizing the required structures. In light of 
this, he hoped to present a formal resolution at the May 1977 meeting of 
Senate which will resolve the whole question of Computer Science. It was 
suggested that it might be useful for the May Senate meeting to include in 
the documentation the reaction of the Computer Science Committee of 
Senate to Prof. Bordan'’s Recommendations. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that his understanding of what Senate was to expect at 
the next meeting was that Dean Breen would present a motion which would 
essentially be what is found on page 2 of document US-77-8-D10. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. MOORE, 
THAT THE ITEM ON THE ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTER 
SCIENCE BE TABLED TO THE MAY 1977 SENATE MEETING. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Moratorium on Curriculum Changes in Arts and Science 


With respect to the recommendation from U.C.C.C. concerning a 
moratorium on curriculum changes in Arts and Science 
(DOC-US-77-6-D5), Prof. Bordan advised that Prof. Whitelaw had written 
to the three Deans involved asking them to confirm their agreement on the 
recommendation to Prof. Bordan. He reported that he has formally received 
a note from Dean Breen to the effect that the proposal was debated and 
approved by the Loyola Arts and Science Faculty Council on March 22, 
1977. All that was needed now was confirmation from the other two 
Faculties that they have agreed to the recommendation. 


Prof. Chaikelson advised that the resolution originally came from the 
S.G.W. Arts Faculty Council and that it was discussed a number of times 
and has been approved by the Faculty Council. Dean Verschingel reported 
that the S.G.W. Faculty of Science did not foresee any changes in the 
present existing programmes. However, he advised that there was one new 
programme in Mathematics which would shortly be coming to Senate. 


Prof. Cohen advised that he believed that some possible exceptions to the 
moratorium had been mentioned by Prof. Whitelaw. This would include 
programmes that would not be before Senate for final approval but rather to 
be sent to Quebec for consideration of appropriateness. When approved in 
principle a detailed proposal would then be produced and submitted-to 
Senate. One such programme was a Bachelor's programme for training of 
teachers in Mathematics which would be presented to the next $.G.W. 
Science Faculty Council meeting, and which he hoped would be considered 
by Senate as an exception to the moratorium. Prof. Bordan stated that we 
have now received assurance from each of the Faculties concerned that, 
with the exception of the proposal just mentioned, the moratorium has been 
accepted and Senate would therefore not be receiving curriculum change 
proposals in the immediate future from these Faculties. Concerning the 
Bachelors programme for teachers in Mathematics, he emphasized that if we 
are to proceed with it, the time factor requires that we advise the Comité des 
Programmes by letter of intent before June 1, 1977. 


Dean French pointed out that the proposal for a moratorium refers 
specifically to undergraduate programmes and this should be noted in the 
minutes. It was agreed that the proposal for a moratorium on undergraduate 
curriculum changes did not require a motion since it has already been 
accepted by the parties concerned, with the understanding that possible 
exceptions to this would be programmes requiring an Avis d'Opportunité. 
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Composition of the Engineering Faculty Council 


Prof. C. Giguere presented and explained the proposed changes in the 
Composition of the Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-8-D7). He 
pointed out that the reference to "Quorum" in the document was in fact a 
by-law of the Faculty Council and therefore was not part of the proposal 
being presented for approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY MR. KUBINA, 
THAT THE CHANGES IN THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
ENGINEERING FACULTY COUNCIL BE APPROVED AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
(DOC-US-77-8-D7). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations 


Dr. O'Brien explained the background to the three reports concerning 
Academic regulations. He pointed out that while these were three separate 
aspects of the regulations, nonetheless, there was a reasonably close 
interrelationship between them and because of this they appear on the 
agenda as three subsections of a single agenda item. He advised that these 
were fairly complicated and important items and were it not for the issue of 
Arts and Science he suspected that Senate might very well have spent a 
considerable part of the second term of this academic year on them. 


He pointed out, that in an overall sense, what was being attempted was a 
recasting of the separate academic regulations-of Loyola and Sir George 
Williams into a single set of consistent regulations for Concordia. Part of 
these were approved last year and are contained in document US-76-7-D17. 
The three documents now before Senate represent a second major area of 
academic regulations. These consist of regulations covering conduct during 
examinations, plagiarism, and a policy on academic re-evaluation. The third 
area concerns supplemental examination regulations which were briefly 
debated last year and while it was agreed that there would be a major debate 
in Senate on the principle of supplemental examinations and the regulations, 
Dr. O'Brien has abandoned hope that this would be accomplished this year. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested, as a reasonable goal which Senate should have at 
this point, that the remaining areas of academic regulations should be dealt 
with in time for the next University Announcement and in time to come into 
effect for the following academic year. Concerning the reports on academic 
regulations presently before Senate, the feeling was expressed that rather 
than spending many hours discussing questions of wording it would be 
advisable to restrict our debate to questions of content. Senators who have 
recommendations concerning wording should submit them in writing for 
consideration by the Steering Committee. 


Concern was voiced over the date of implementation of these regulations 
and it was pointed out that there was a resolution from the Commerce and 


Administration Faculty Council recommending that if Concordia-wide 
legislation on rereads and course grade appeals is not approved by June 
1977 that the Faculty adopt the S.G.W. system for the next academic year 
(DOC-US-77-8-D9). The Faculty of Commerce and Administration has 
lived with the particular problem of having to struggle with two sets of 
regulations even though it is a unified Faculty and has been since the date of 
the merger. The level of frustration in the Faculty, with large numbers of 
students on both campuses, has been growing steadily. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we could promulgate these regulations to take 
effect as of September 1, 1977, if we saw fit to do so. The advantage of this 
would be to make the shift to the new approach. The disadvantage of doing 
so is that it provides very little lead time for informing students as to the 
regulations under which they may be operating and according to which they 
may be judged. We have usually taken the publication in the Announcement 
as being the definitive way of informing people about the regulations. 


Mr. Adams pointed out that there was a statement in the calendar to the 
effect that new Concordia Academic Regulations were under study and may 
be enacted by Senate prior to the 1977/78 academic year. The intention was 
that if these regulations were approved before hand, a separate publication 
covering the combined set of academic regulations would be produced for 
enactment next year. He emphasized that with the development of merged 
Faculties it will become increasingly more difficult to identify where a 
particular student is and it would definitely be to our advantage to have one 
common set of academic regulations as soon as possible. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that the resolution from the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration concerning an interim arrangement for that Faculty (DOC- 
US-77-8-D9) be put on the agenda for the May meeting of Senate at which 
point Senate will know whether or not we are going to have the changed 
regulations. The resolution could be dealt with at that time if the Commerce 
Faculty feels that it is relevant to do so. 


Prof. Bordan gave notice of motion that if the resolution from the 
Commerce Faculty comes up at the next meeting, he intended to move an 
amendment to include the Faculties of Fine Arts and Engineering. 


It was agreed that Senate proceed to a general discussion on the three 
documents on academic regulations. 


It was suggested that a provision to allow the initiative to be taken by the 
Dean or the departmental chairman to set in motion the procedures on 
re-evaluation, be included in the document (DOC-US-77-8-D8). 


It was suggested that the reports on Cheating and Plagiarism be presented in 
the same format as the Re-evaluation report so that we end up with one clear 
set of appeals procedures. It was stressed that the most important values 
among professors and students in university are those of originality and 
integrity in academic work and if the University accuses someone with 
cheating or plagiarizing that is a very serious matter. While decisions 


obviously have to be made in some cases, these decisions should not be 
taken lightly. 


Concerning the plagiarism procedures it was stated that there were two sides 
to the issue. One was the question of a person either being guilty or 
innocent of the charge of plagiarism. The other side is what the sanction is 
for that charge. It was felt that these two side have been confused in the 
Plagiarism proposals (DOC-US-77-1-D6(a)). 


It was pointed out that according to the procedures if a professor feels that a 
student has plagiarized, the sanction imposed is that he is asked to resubmit 
the work. This presupposes that the student is guilty and he has no method 
of appeal. The only time that a student can appeal is if the department 
formally charges him with plagiarism. It was felt that this was wrong and 
that if a student is accused by a professor of having plagiarized he should 
have the right to appeal to the Faculty Re-evaluation Committee suggested in 
the proposal concerning Academic Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-8-D8). 


Concerning the Regulations on Academic Re-evaluation 
(DOC-US-77-8-D8), Dean Berczi stated that there was one principle that 
ought to be debated and decided upon: Who are the people best prepared to 
undertake a reevaluation. It could be argued that the people who can best 
pass judgement on whether or not a student's knowledge is up to par 
insofar as an examination or term paper is concerned, are the people in that 
discipline. 


The principle should be established as to whether we want judgement 
passed by the experts or by some other group of trustworthy people who 
may not have any knowledge of the subject matter. The document obviously 
took the position that we ought to have a steady standing committee made 
up of faculty members, students, and administrators who will pass 
judgement regardless of whether the examination or term paper covers one 
area or another. Dean Berczi personally objected to this appeal as did the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council. 


Prof. Bordan pointed out that the Faculty Re-evaluation Committee did not 
do the actual re-reading. Rather they simply decide whether or not the 
application was frivolous and whether the paper should or should not be 
re-read. 


Dean Berczi also raised the issue of a fee penalty for re-reads which was not 
mentioned in the document, and he would like to have the Senate debate the 
principle of whether there ought to be a fee associated with a request for a 
re-read which would be refundable if the re-read proved successful. 


It was also pointed out that the document leaves open the question of a 
professor's right to show or not to show to a student his final examination 
paper after it has been graded. It was felt that in any procedures eventually 
approved by Senate this has to be spelled out one way or the other. 


Prof. Slack advised that the University lawyer had made some reasonable 
suggestions on word changes in the document and he recommended that the 
document be tabled until the revised version is available. 


Dr. O'Brien reiterated that members of Senate who have comments that 
have to do with the wording of any of the documents should submit them to 
the Secretary of Senate as soon as possible. 


With respect to frivolous appeals, Prof. Slack advised that there were many 
such cases in which when asked to justify why the re-read was put forward, 
the students indicated no reason. That is, there was nothing relevant to 
guide the person conducting the re-read as to the justification and logic 
behind it. It was felt that the particular proposal in which the student is 
encouraged to go to the professor to find out what the attitude of the 
professor was when a particular grade was given would be useful to the 
student and in fact preclude many cases coming forward. 


Concerning the question of a possible fee for re-reads, Prof. Slack 
explained that it was felt that if a student submits a reasonable request, the 
student should not have to pay for that, but rather it should be the student's 
right to do so. 


Dean French advised that he was personally opposed to provisions in the 
documents for appeals to Senate and he questioned the reason for this 
possibility. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the right of appeal to Senate was a transfer from 
existing regulations and so far as he could recall it was simply a concept, 
which existed at that time that there should be a right to appeal ultimately to 
the highest academic body. Technically, the policy does not have to be that 
way if we end up agreeing on a different approach. 


With respect to the question of frivolous appeals, it was argued that a good 
reason for a student to want to have a re-read is the feeling that he has done 
better than the grade received for the course indicates. Students will very 
quickly learn that that is not a frivolous reason and we will reach the point 
where all submissions for a re-read will have to be accepted. We might just 
as well provide for this in the first place, if the initial contact with the 
professor does not achieve a change in grade. 


Dean Berczi expressed the feeling that both the $10.00 re-reading fee and 
the idea that a grade may either go up or down as a result of reevaluation 
have tended to act as deterrents to the number of such requests. 


It was pointed out that insofar as the membership of the proposed Faculty 
Re-evaluation Committees were concerned there was no Assistant Dean 
responsible for student affairs in the Faculty of Fine Arts and it was 
suggested that possibly this should be worded more generally to allow 
someone from the Dean's Office who is not titled that way to sit on the 
committee. 
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It was stated that a large number of the cases involving plagiarism have to 
do with naiveté or ignorance on the part of the students who cannot really 
recognize the difference between good scholarly footnoting and plagiarism. 
Although there was a statement in the Calendar which describes plagiarism 
it was felt that this might be more extensive and that possibly more attention 
might be brought to it in other ways as well. 


Dr. O'Brien felt that the discussion has. been useful in showing the general 
reactions of Senate to these documents. He suggested that members of 
Senate take quite seriously the earlier proposal that questions about the 
wording of any of the documents or what might be considered points of 
detail, should be drawn to the attention of the Secretary of Senate before the 
end of next week. He suggested also that since the bulk of the interventions 
at this meeting have in fact come on the document on Policies on Academic 
Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-8-D8), we should pick up the discussion at the 
next meeting primarily in terms of that document or a revised version of it. 


Adjournment 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. MOORE, 
THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


